This study details a workflow used to accession a large stonefly (Plecoptera) collection resulting from several donations. The eastern North American material of Kenneth W. Stewart (deceased, University of North Texas), the entire collection of Stanley W. Szczytko (deceased, University of Wisconsin, Stevens Point), and a small portion of the Barry C. Poulton collection (active, United States Geological Survey, Columbia, Missouri) were donated to the Illinois Natural History Survey in 2013. These 5,767 vials of specimens were processed to help preserve the specimen legacy of these world renowned Plecoptera researchers. The workflow used an industrialized approach to organize the specimens taxonomically, image the specimens and labels, and place the specimens into new storage. Utilizing the images as a verbatim data source, we transcribed labels in iterative steps that yielded more information with each pass. The data were normalized, locations georeferenced, all specimen data formatted to meet Darwin Core Archive format for occurrence data, and a data set created using Pensoft's Integrated Publishing Toolkit. This is the first time that any of the specimen data has been made available electronically. We also provide two important electronic supplements that include the Bill P. normalized and georefenced site data. We confirmed 243 stonefly species were contained within the collections, and the potential for many more species exists among the specimens identified to family and genus level. Twenty-one new state, province, and other significant stonefly records are reported herein with all identifications verified by the senior author, often through consultation with other stonefly taxonomists. Researchers are encouraged to utilize the specimen data, form collaborations with the authors, and borrow specimens for research.
Introduction
Entomological research collections are often asked to accept donated material from other institutions and individuals. Recent times have seen smaller collections being closed due to institutional change in emphasis. Acceptance of material from private and small collections into larger institutions has benefits since these sources often improve geographic coverage and taxon representation of receiving institutions (Casas-Marce et al. 2012) . Accepting worthy donations also protects against the loss of the lifetime work of amateur and professional taxonomists. However, donations impose burdens on accepting institutions in the form of additional space needs, staff time allocated, and the need for additional funding. The material often requires quarantine and fumigation for pest control, sorting and identification, improvement in labeling, and transfer into storage systems particular to receiving institutions. To improve the usefulness and availability of the specimens, digitization of the label data may also be necessary. A revolution in digitization of museum specimens is well underway (Page et al. 2015) and recognition of common tasks and workflows has been outlined that will improve the efficiency of specimen digitization (Nelson et al. 2012) .
Current workflows for digitizing pinned arthropod material are maturing to utilize automated technologies to capture images (Dietrich et al. 2012 , Hudson et al. 2015 and often involve transcription of labels through crowd sourcing . Comparatively, digitization of wet insect collections is more difficult and the workflows much less automated, which presumably has led to fewer institutions digitizing wet collections. Fortunately, iDigBio has led workshops (iDigBio 2013) and provided guidelines for wet specimen digitization (iDigBio 2014), though few published workflows are available, and to our knowledge, none have been published specific to wet insect collections.
Donations of wet specimens often arrive in a large variety of storage types including WhirlPacTM bags , baby food jars, and museum jars of varying sizes. Sorted specimens may arrive in nested containers with cotton-stoppered shell vials inside, glass patent lip vials, and screw cap vials of wide variety and volume. Closures for vials also vary greatly and include rotting or melting stoppers, paper lined screw caps, and even cork stoppers. Preservatives include formalin based fixatives, alcohols of varied types and concentration, and even embalming fluid. We often do not know what idiosyncratic preservation techniques have been used to affect specific tissue conditions. Donated specimens may be in great condition or in a state of decay due to fluid evaporation from failed closures. Others may be coated in latex residue resulting from melting stoppers. It becomes a major challenge to weed out damaged specimens and move those worthy of accession to appropriate storage that is both unifying for the host institution and capable of protecting specimens in perpetuity.
Since 2013 the Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) has accepted donations in excess of 56,000 wet arthropod specimen units from several private collections and two small public institutions (Ohio Biological Survey and Southern Illinois University Carbondale). The United States National Science Foundation (NSF), Division of Biological Infrastructure (DBI), Collections in Support of Biological Research (CSBR) Program (NSF DBI 14-58285) has provided funding to accession the specimens, capture images of specimens and labels, and transcribe the label data of this material into the INHS Insect Collection. In this paper we present the workflow used to accession nearly 6,000 vials of stoneflies (Insecta: Plecoptera), an order of aquatic insects highly sensitive to water and habitat quality changes (Lenat 1993) . Nearly 4,000 extant, valid species are recognized globally, while in North America (Canada, Mexico, and the United States) approximately 780 species and subspecies are recognized (DeWalt et al. 2018b ). The stonefly donations included all the eastern North American Plecoptera specimens of Kenneth W. Stewart (deceased) , all the Plecoptera specimens of Stanley W. Szczytko (also deceased), and a small subset of the Barry C. Poulton (active) collection.
The objectives of this paper are to:
1. Document the workflow used for efficiently accessioning and digitizing these wet collections.
2.
Provide access to two key digital documents that allow association of event data with a large proportion of the donated specimens. 3.
Characterize the taxa present, the geographic extent of the donated specimens, and any significant records within the donated Plecoptera material. 4.
Discuss strengths and deficiencies of the specimen data, including how the specimens and data might be used in the future.
5.
Provide access to all specimen data in Darwin Core Archive (DwC-A) format.
( Stark 1988, Stewart and Stark 2002) Stewart 1979, Szczytko and Kondratieff 2015) and related genera. Also included were 547 vials of stoneflies from Wisconsin. Szczytko was a co-PI on DEB 85-05881 during 1985-1988, in which vibrational communication (drumming) was investigated as a behavioral isolating mechanism for stoneflies, a project that generated several hundred reared stonefly specimens and associated drumming signals. Due to his long-term revision of the Nearctic Isoperla Stewart 1979, Szczytko and Kondratieff 2015) , Szczytko held in his collection some of the most important INHS Isoperla primary types and many other specimens, all loaned prior to our specimen digitization efforts. These specimens have now been repatriated and their data made available through this paper. Stan died in a boating accident in September, 2017. DeWalt and Kondratieff (2018) provided an obituary and a list of Szczytko's publications.
Barry C. Poulton works for United States Geological Survey in Columbia, Missouri. He maintains a large collection, but a small portion of it (249 vials) was donated to the INHS in 2013. His most important stonefly work was a faunistic survey and watershed based analysis of stoneflies of the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains that yielded thousands of vials of material (Poulton and Stewart 1991) . Many of these specimens were left in the care of Stewart. Some have been distributed to several stonefly researchers, while others remain in Poulton's collection in Columbia. Some are thought to be in the possession of the Elm Fork Museum of Natural History, Denton, Texas, but repeated attempts to document this have failed. Digitization of Poulton's Arkansas and Missouri sampling locations will allow those who have his specimens to link them with locations for the first time.
Workflow and Methods
Initial condition. Initial profile scores (Favret et al. 2007 ) for this material indicated that identification level, processing status, and potential data quality scored in the top 75th percentile. Conversely, arrangement level, label condition, conservation status, and several other metrics scored at 50% or less. Key detractors for condition were low and dark ethanol levels, poor stopper condition, an unknown mixture of preservatives, labels with coded collection events, and a wide range of storage types and sizes that would prevent easy accession.
A little planning prevents false starts. At the beginning of the grant we spent two months discussing and testing workflows. It was our aim to accession these specimens and improve the profile scores dramatically. Most important was the replacement of preservatives and vials that were in poor condition. In addition, we noted that many labels were failing, e.g., letters were susceptible to flaking or rubbing off if handled carelessly. We did not believe we had the time to replace labels, but we could associate an indelible catalog number with each vial that would provide a permanent link to the specimen data.
Imaging of specimens and existing labels would provide the verbatim data source, allowing reinterpretation of labels at any time.
Imaging adds time to digitization but provides a superior product. How do we save time while imaging? A standard photographic jig could be used to regionalize specimens and labels of various types, minimizing time spent searching for particular types of labels (e.g., catalog, determination, event, and others labels). How do we accomplish all the curatorial work and obtain useful images for so many vials? After testing (1) a single vial at a time, (2) a round robin approach where three vials were worked on simultaneously, and (3) an industrialized approach where multiple racks of vials were focal units, it was readily apparent that we gained efficiency of scale by simultaneously processing large batches of vials, up to 10-12 racks at a time We settled on a workflow that industrialized the process, minimized handling and damage of specimens, and accomplished all the curatorial tasks to increase longevity of specimens. The workflow was done in stages (pre-imaging, imaging, post-imaging, and transcription) that could be conducted by undergraduate student labor and stopped after the completion of a particular phase without risking damage to the specimens.
Pre-imaging. Specimens were sorted by taxon and placed into consecutively numbered, custom built, 43 cm X 2.8 cm wooden and Plexiglas vials racks (Fig. 1 ). These vial racks were used as units for all subsequent curatorial processes, although separation by donor group was maintained to simplify metadata generation. At the end of these processes all specimens and labels would reside in 3 or 4 dram, glass screwcap vials with caps fitted with beveled plastic liners, therefore unifying storage for the donated wet specimens.
Within a rack we removed all stoppers and caps and gently tilted the rack to drain fluids into a collection basin, taking care not to lose specimens. Original fluids were properly disposed as hazardous chemical waste. Vials were then slowly refilled with 70% ethanol as a first rinse. The next step involved setting out 5.5 cm diameter plastic Petri dishes equivalent to the number of vials in the rack. These were placed on a 41 cm X 30.5 cm cafeteria tray labeled with the rack number and the number of vials in the rack. Unstoppered vials were inverted into Petri dish bottoms taking care to remove all contents of the vial. Vials with exterior labels were soaked in water in a second Petri dish atop the first, and the labels removed after 15 minutes. These labels were added to the first Petri TM dish. Vials were added to the tray in original sort order. More 70% ethanol was added to each Petri dish to cover specimens completely, and dish tops added to prevent evaporation. INHS unique identifiers (catalog numbers) consisting of a consecutive number printed on 120 g/m (32 lb) 100% white cotton, noncoated paper, were printed using an Epson WF-M1030 Series inkjet printer supplied with a 223XL cartridge. Identifiers were printed in large format (3.1 cm X 1.7 cm) to improve their visibility in the vial and to aid in maintaining a top-of-vial position. These identifiers were cut from the page and set atop each Petri dish (Fig. 2) . The entire procedure was replicated with up to 10-12 racks/trays prior to imaging.
Imaging. We built a simple photographic jig from two layers of black, high density plastic with the dimensions 25.5 cm X 20.5 cm. A well was drilled in the top layer to hold the Petri dish bottom and the two layers glued together. Red laboratory tape was used to regionalize the following quadrants: unique identifier, event/locality label(s), determination label(s), Tray and Plecoptera specimens ready for imaging. Note metadata label in upper right corner detailing rack number and number of vials. White tape in that corner orients placement of dishes by student workers.
other labels, a color standard, scale, and metadata tag consisting of name of photographer, date imaged, and donor name (Fig. 3) . The imaging jig layout corresponds with an image processing library ("sqed", https://github.com/SpeciesFileGroup/sqed) developed for future integration of the images into collections management software. Images of up to 20 MB were captured without flash using a Canon EOS 6D camera with a 50 mm lens, mounted on a Polaroid MP-4 photographic stand (Fig. 4) . Imaging was coordinated through a Dell XPS 13 laptop equipped with EOS 6D Utility software. Images for each session were temporarily stored on this computer in a folder labelled by date and transferred to a Dropbox account for backup and sharing of images with project participants. Photographic jig used for imaging Plecoptera specimens and labels. Note that labels are regionalized into particular quadrants. Camera, stand, and computer setup used for imaging Plecoptera specimens and labels.
Wet collections accession: a workflow based on a large stonefly (Insecta, ...
A Petri dish of specimens and labels was transferred to the jig, labels regionalized, and the image captured. Labels were returned to the dish, lid replaced, and catalog number placed atop the dish. If labels were printed on both sides of the label paper, these labels were fllipped and a second image taken. This dish was then moved to a new tray on the opposite side of the photographic stand. This procedure was repeated until all dishes on each tray were finished.
Post-imaging. The original vial racks were filled with enough new 3 or 4 dram vials to match the dishes on each tray. These were prefilled with 70% ethanol. The specimens were gently added to the vials, and we attempted to arrange labels so as to be legible. The catalog number was rolled vertically and slipped into the top of the vial so that it sprang back against the glass as it was wetted. Lids were tightly screwed on and replaced in the rack (Fig. 5) .
Timing the workflow. To determine the time necessary for each phase we timed students for 15 separate trials, each approximating about 100 vials (5 or more racks) per trial, for a total of 1,509 total vials. Mean times in decimal minutes were calculated across trials for each phase and a grand mean and standard error calculated across all trials within phases and for total time across phases. Timing in the pre-image phase did not include identification by the senior author or initial sorting of specimens by taxon into vial racks.
Transcription of label data. With images representing all labels and metadata, data transcription may occur without concern for re-examination of a particular vial. This allows collection managers to move specimens to long-term storage immediately after the postimaging phase. A future article will document the refinement of another software-based transcription workflow being developed in parallel to this effort. Data were transcribed from the images directly into Excel. Transcription of label data was iterative, yielding more specific data with each pass. Initially, only a few fields were transcribed. These included the catalog number, verbatim event label(s), verbatim determination label(s), any other labels, and the image metadata. Multiple labels of a type were separate by a verticle pipe (" | "). If no count of specimens was provided on the determination label, an actual or estimated count by stage was recorded into separate fields. Sorting of the verbatim event labels allowed grouping of labels from the same events, improving our ability to transcribe damaged labels. Subsequently, we added country, state or province, and county fields, allowing further sorting and normalization of verbatim data into fields such as locality, waterbody, public place name, dates, and collectors. Completely normalized specimen data were then imported into our INHS Insect Collection Database where georeferencing and/or linking to existing location codes took place.
Georeferencing. Digitization of two key documents allowed for association of many incompletely labeled specimens with sampling locations. The Bill P. Stark field notebook of 1971 and 1972 from studies on Oklahoma stoneflies (Stark and Stewart 1973a, Stark and Stewart 1973b ) provided location information for several hundred vials of specimens containing minimal label data. A verbatim recording of each entry was conducted in Excel. Additional data normalized from verbatim entries included field notebook number, date of collection, state, county, locality, and public land name. A large number of Stewart specimens originated from Ozark and Ouachita Mountains work conducted by Poulton and Stewart (1991) . Poulton collected thousands of specimens and the contents of many vials were labeled with only a number code corresponding to routinely visited Arkansas or Missouri locations. These codes were placed on the determination label along with a date of collection. A number alone corresponded to an Arkansas location, while one with an "M" preceding it was a Missouri location. Poulton deposited many of these incompletely labeled specimens with Stewart, but provided full event labels that could be cut out and added to vials as needed. The user was to match the site code on the determination label to the same code in the folder containing pages of labels. Most of those specimens were never fully labeled upon arrival at the INHS. An unknown number the Poulton vials were dispersed to other stonefly researchers. Poulton's labels were digitized and normalized similiar to that of the Stark field notebook.
Locations were georeferenced using Acme Mapper 2.2, all coordinates being of geodetic datum WGS84 (Acme Mapper 2018). We recorded coordinates in latitude and longitude decimal degrees to five digits and added a radius of precision in meters using the following scale: a sampling event placing a stream at a road crossing was scored a 1=10 m radius; small town or park with or without a stream name scored a 2=1000 m radius; a relatively short drainage stream within a county scored a 3=10,000 m radius; or a river that runs across an entire county or a county level record without other data scored a 4=100,000 m radius. While examining each record on Acme Mapper 2.2, stream width in meters was estimated using the scale provided and recorded as: 1=a spring/seep, 2=1-2 m wide stream, 3=3-10 m wide stream, 4=11-30 m wide stream, 5=31-60 m wide stream, 6=61 m or greater width stream, and 7=large lake. While stream drainage area is a more continuous and quantitative way of measuring waterbody size, this information is often not available for the many small streams that are common locations for stoneflies (but see USEPA 2018).
Mapping. Plecoptera specimen locations were imported as XY data into Esri ArcGIS 10.6.0.8321. Large scale 1:10 m cultural (4.1.0), physical (4.1.0), and Gray Earth shaded relief raster (3.2.0) layers were downloaded from Natural Earth (2018), an open data project providing free GIS data layers released into the public domain. All data layers were projected to USA Contiguous Albers Equal Area Conic USGS version (WKID: 102039).
States and provinces containing Plecoptera specimens were labeled.
Data Sharing. None of the specimen data from these collections have ever been available to the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF) or to iDigBio. To facilitate data sharing, occurrence data were formatted as Darwin Core Archive (DwC-A) using the DwC-A Toolkit and the Occurrence extension (GBIF 2018). These data were then run through Pensoft's Integrated Publishing Toolkit with the resulting data being available as DeWalt et al. (2018a) . The Stark field notebook (Suppl. material 1) and the Poulton locations (Suppl. material 2) have also been provided in Excel Spreadsheet format.
Results
Time to perform accession tasks. We found that processing a single vial through preimaging, imaging, and post-imaging phases took on average 2.78 +/-0.13 minutes (Fig. 6 ). Placing specimens and labels into new storage required the most time of the individual phases, accounting for 1.17 +/-0.08 minutes. This is 27% higher than pre-imaging, the next most time consuming phase. Results of time trials for pre-imaging, imaging, and post-imaging phases of accession of Plecoptera. Bars indicate mean time in minutes needed to complete each phase and the total time for all phases combined. Error bars are one standard error.
The Plecoptera Specimens. A total of 5,766 specimen records resulted from the Stewart, Szczytko, and Poulton donations, constituting at least 39,968 specimens. Eleven specimen records were for mayfly (Ephemeroptera), fishfly (Megaloptera), and caddisfly (Trichoptera) taxa not treated further. A total of 243 stonefly species were recognized in the donated specimens (Table 1, Fig. 7 ). The greatest number of species occurred within the families Perlodidae (80 species) and Perlidae (53 species). A total of 100 rare taxa (mostly species) were represented by only one or two site/date events (Fig. 8) Number of stonefly species by family present in the donated Plecoptera collections. The number to the right of the family name is the number of species.
A total of 5,633 of the 5,766 specimen records were georeferenced, the remainder had either confounded label data, were only labeled by undecipherable codes, were labeled by state only, or lacked a locality label. Mapped locations for Canada, Mexico, and the United States demonstrate three clusters of sampled locations (Fig. 10) Number of stonefly taxa occurring in site/date event frequency classes. Number of site/date events for Plecoptera specimens from 48 United States and Washington D.C.
Discussion

Significant findings among specimens
Most taxonomists have unfinshed business in the form of undescribed species and specimens constituting noteworthy distribution records that have never been published. Such is the case with the Stewart and Szczytko donations. We have discovered among them one new species of Perlesta (Perlidae) from Arkansas and a total of 21 new or confirming USA state or Canada province records (Table 1) . For each record we present a brief accounting of each species including verbatim specimen event label(s), verbatim determination label(s), and unique identifier composed of collection prefix and unique number. Multiple labels for the same specimen(s) are separated from each other by " | ". Value added data, beyond that provided in verbatim records, are available in DeWalt et al. (Provancher, 1876) were found in the Stewart collection from southwestern Arkansas. The habitat of these specimens was similar to that reported by Baumann (1996) for neighboring Texas and Louisiana for A. texana Baumann, 1996 . Re-examination of these specimens proved that they were indeed A. texana. Our data constitutes all but one of the Poulton and Stewart (1991) (Claassen, 1923) . The Stewart collection provided a record of this species from North Carolina. Though these were only nymphs, they were with a doubt this species. They have not been previously reported from North Carolina . Label data:
Shipsa rotunda
• North Carolina, Davie Co., Yadkin R., 5A-04-a (S-7), Agnetina flavescens (Walsh, 1862). The genus Agnetina and its three species Nearctic species have been confused for most of the 20th century until Stark (1986) revised the genus. No member of the genus has ever been reported from Texas. The Stewart material provides the first specimen, constituting a new generic record and extension of A. flavescens into Texas. This species is known from Oklahoma (Stark 1986) , the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains (Poulton and Stewart 1991), and most states eastward to the Atlantic Coast ).
• Perlesta AR-1 n. sp. The new species is currently being described and has been identified from several locations in Arkansas from the Stewart specimens. It has also been found to be relatively common in eastern Oklahoma from Oklahoma State University material currently being examined. We refrain from providing detailed location information at this time. 
Perlesta shubuta
Isoperla montana (Banks, 1898).
Until the recent treatment of eastern North American Isoperlinae (Szczytko and Kondratieff 2015) , this species was difficult to consistently discern from Isoperla namata Frison, 1942 and an undescribed species common in the eastern USA now known as I. kirchneri Szczytko & Kondratieff, 2015 . The Szczytko collection yielded specimens from Massachusetts, Oklahoma, and Vermont, all new state records. It is now known from much of the eastern USA and eastern Canada (DeWalt et al. 2018b , Szczytko and Kondratieff 2015 . Label data: Isoperla zuelligi Szczytko & Kondratieff, 2015. This species was originally described from North Carolina (Szczytko and Kondratieff 2015) and was recently reported by Grubbs and Sheldon (2018) from several locations in Alabama. The Szczytko collection yielded one female specimen from New Hampshire, a tremendous range extension. This female specimen agrees in all respects with the original description, most importantly in its unique egg ultrastructure: the posterior pole with a low collar and elongate anchor and well developed follicle cell impressions having wide margins. In this specimen, eggs also have a mushroom shaped, membranous cap as confirmed in Grubbs (2016) by scanning electron microscopy (SEM) of Alabama specimens. Our examination using light microscopy revealed that the spindle is longer than depicted previously and that removal of the cap for SEM reduced the spindle length. We found the cap to be studded with papillae.
Another specimen from the Szczytko collection was labeled as holotype for "Isoperla grahami", a manuscript specimen resulting from the James (1972) dissertation on the stoneflies of Alabama. It was never described and the name is not valid. In consultation with Scott Grubbs (Western Kentucky University) and through examination of the specimen, it was found to be to I. zeulligi Szczytko & Kondratieff, 2015 . We report it here in light of it being a manuscript type from the James (1972) dissertation. Label data: 
Workflow and disruptions
Large donations of wet collections pose many problems for accession. Often they require much handling of specimens to accomplish all necessary tasks, and these activities risk damage to the specimens. An efficient workflow that minimizes specimen handling would help to prevent damage. Our workflow accomplished multiple tasks at one time: it removed specimens from old storage, removed and rinsed old preservatives, assigned unique identifiers to each unit, imaged the specimens and labels, moved specimens to new storage, and transcribed the label data. The average time to move a vial across preimaging, imaging, and postimating phases was under 3 minutes, and under some cirucumstances, could be much shorter. Because we used Petri dishes to hold the contents of the original vials, the process and timing could be stopped at anytime and resumed again, even one to two days later, as long as enough ethanol was present in the dish and a lid applied. It was important for us to think "industrial" in order to gain efficiencies of scale. Similar tasks were grouped and done in large numbers to make the task efficient. It was always worth asking "How do we tackle more vials at once?"
It is our experience that most undergraduate students do not enter a laboratory with the mindset to develop more efficient workflows for assigned tasks. Do not assume that your students, or even a coworker, looks for efficiences. We had to help them develop this philosophy by demonstrating that grouping like tasks together, setting goals for completion, and timing each phase of the process yields a superior product, yet does so with less overall time spent. We provided students with written instructions, templates for producing metadata labels, standardized data sheets for recording their name, total number of racks, vials per rack, and begin and end times for each particular phase. We walked them through each step of the process several times with small sets of specimens until they got used to the procedure. We then forced them to stretch their abilities by adding several more vial racks and vials until they could process 10-12 racks, each containing up to 21 vials. We insisted that students worked blocks of time sufficient to complete at least one of the phases of the workflow. There is no doubt that this exercise was illuminating for most students; therefore, we believe that the experience will serve them well in the future.
It is worth discussing some difficulties that slowed our workflow. Many specimens were stored in patent-lip vials with failing stoppers. Often, the stoppers were so swollen that their removal could only be done in pieces. We resorted to using inexpensive glass tube cutters to safely remove the tops of vials and stoppers. Opening vials in this manner normally added 30 seconds to the pre-imaging phase. Our collection, and others, have found the task of purchasing archival quality stoppers for patent-lip vials to be impossible. Stoppers that are currently available tend to swell in preservative, harden, and shrink at the top, allowing for evaporation. This is our reasoning for going to screwcap vials with beveled plastic caps for most wet insect specimens.
Additional difficulties arose from the 10-15% of vials that had external labels. Most of these were our own INHS specimens borrowed decades ago by Szczytko. Many of these labels had been tightly adhered to the vials for 70-80 years! Soaking off the label generally required 15 minutes in water, but in reality added little time to the procedure since the soaking took place in a second Petri dish atop the first. Internal labels were frequently more problematic. Some colleagues coil long, thin labels atop the vial. This placement helped the donors read locations and determinations quickly, but removal of such a label is difficult without damaging it, and putting them back in is even more frustrating. These were pulled out, flattened for imaging, and often recut for vertical placement in the vial. This was necessary since the coil replaced in the vial rarely stays atop the vial. Extra large, often folded labels were often worse, forcing students to gently remove them from the vial, unfold them, flatten them for imaging, and refold them for placement in the new vial. We believe in this case that a new label should be written in smaller format for inclusion with the original label.
Our experience with laser printed and photocopied labels has demonstrated that at least older ones were not of archival quality. This conclusion is based on examination of nearly 6,000 sets of labels. We routinely found labels where letters were sloughing off the paper, and in the case of photocopied labels, careless handling could smudged the entire label. Please take care when handling old labels. The images we captured preserved what information remained and iterative transcription and sorting grouped damaged and undamaged labels from the same event, aiding in recovery of information.
To ensure the longevity of labels, it is important to avoid adopting new practices that have not been time-tested. We suggest that no laser or other toner based labels be used for wet specimens. Even under the best of conditions, toner of laser printed labels often chatters from letters near cut edges and abraids easily when being gripped with forceps, when slid past openings in vials, or when rubbed against other labels. Be aware that stacking of anything on sheets of laser printed labels immediately begins abrasion. For mass produced labels, an ink jet printer with indelible ink seems be the best alternative. Otherwise, labels should be written by hand using an alcohol fast pen such as a Pigma Micron .
For standard vials (3 or 4 dram), labels should be made a little longer than wide and long enough that when slid in lengthwise, they stand upright in the vial for easy reading. Labels should not be coiled because it makes imaging labels and upgrading storage in the future more difficult. If using printed catalog numbers, print them on moderately heavy (32 to 36 lb) archival paper in a format wide enough that when added to a vial the label will spring back against the glass and will be held in place, preferably at the top of the vial.
A recent paper by Mendez et al. (2018) has some relevance for this study. They created a photographic jig, using 3D printing, to image either dry or wet specimens and labels. They tested several colors and plastics formulations, finding that some combinations were better than others. Unfortunately, they did not conduct any time trials, so we cannot make comparisons with our efforts. However, adoption of 3D printing of our jig would greatly increase its efficiency and precision of production. We would be able to optomize through testing of various backgrounds and regionalizing colors. This work would help to us create sharper, more contrasting images that would improve the performance of our new software for reading text from images.
Importance of data set
The specimen data resulting from the accession of these Plecoptera donations have never been available electronically. Major works that provided specimens in these donations include Stark and Stewart (1973a) and Stark and Stewart (1973b) for Oklahoma, Szczytko TM and for Texas, Stewart et al. (1976) for Louisiana, Poulton and Stewart (1991) for the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains of Arkansas and Missouri, Stewart and Stark (1988) and Stewart and Stark (2002) for all of North America, and Szczytko and Stewart (1979) and Szczytko and Kondratieff (2015) for Isoperla. Many other taxonomic and distributional works report specimens contained in these donations, but are too numerous to cite here.
Stoneflies are susceptible to relatively small changes in water and habitat quality. Agriculture and urbanization have extirpated 20 Illinois stonefly species, some of which were once widespread and abundant (DeWalt et al. 2005) . Bojkova et al. (2012) have noted similar dramatic losses for fixed sites in the Czech Republic. Giersch et al. (2015) have documented range reduction of an alpine stonefly, Zapada glacier (Baumann & Gaufin, 1971) , due to climate change related shrinking of glaciers. Sheldon (2012) reported shifts in altitudinal zonation for stonefly species in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park in the eastern states of Tennessee and North Carolina, presumably the result of climate change. Given their sensitivity, we need to gather all the verified stonefly specimen information from institutional and private collections to help us define their historical distribution, advocate for their conservation, and predict the effects of multiple stessors in the present and future.
Future work involving these specimens
The specimens and their data are now well protected. Most are identified to species, but still hundreds of vials contain specimens that are identified only to genus. Some specimens are larvae with little hope of further identification, but others are adults where further identification is possible. The most important adults are the small Perlidae stoneflies Neoperla (166 site/date events) and Perlesta (309 site/date events) and Perlodidae in the genus Isoperla (136 site/date events). Recent works have now made identification of adult specimens in these genera possible (Stark 2004, Szczytko and Kondratieff 2015) and this may be accomplished even if specimens are not quite in perfect condition. The reader is invited to borrow these specimens for study.
Some studies conducted in Texas and surrounding states need to be replicated and the hundreds of specimens in these donations should form the basis for such studies. The Kansas (Stewart and Huggins 1977) , Louisiana (Stewart et al. 1976) , Oklahoma (Stark and Stewart 1973a, Stark and Stewart 1973b) , and Texas (Szczytko and Stewart 1977) studies would benefit by updating what is known about each state's small perlids, e.g., Perlesta and Neoperla. In these studies, only Perlesta placida (Hagen, 1861) and Neoperla clymene (Newman, 1839) were listed. At time of publication, these were so-called "trash can" species, serving as names for many species unrecognized at the time. A revolution in the taxonomy of these genera has occurred since then, much of which is summarized in Stark (2004) . Even Arkansas and Missouri, last studied by Poulton and Stewart (1991) require revision. This study placed many species in watersheds and identified factors important in governing watershed affiliation. The key was good work, but is becoming outdated. Unfortunately, almost no specimen data were provided in the paper. No secondary objectives from this major work can be accomplished due to the lack of easily accessible specimen data. It is our hope that new studies would adopt modern standards of biodiversity research: digitization of the specimen data, assigning a unique identifier to each unit (vial or pin), and sharing of the data in human and machine readable formats. Meeting these criteria improves data sharing and use of the data for secondary objectives such as conservation, modeling of distributions, and easy comparisons with other time frames. DeWalt and colleagues are in the process of updating the Oklahoma stoneflies, having borrowed material from Sam Noble Museum in Normal and the Oklahoma State University Insect Collection in Stillwater. We invite others to borrow material for other states and provinces.
Conclusions
We have demonstrated an efficient workflow for accessioning wet insect collections that combines transfer to new storage, imaging of specimens and labels, and transcription of the data. Images largely eliminated the problem of verification of transcribed text against a verbatim source. Our iterative approach to transcription has advantages in that it allows for sorting after minimal transcription, resulting in the pairing of like labels and focused normalization of one or a few data types at a time.
We have protected the specimen legacy of important stonefly researchers through our efforts. The specimens are stabilized, the nomenclature and many identifications updated, and all data available digitally and shared globally (DeWalt et al. 2018a) . We have provided access to a field notebook for Oklahoma specimens (Suppl. material 1) and a document that links coded locations to hundreds of vials of specimens from Arkansas and Missouri (Suppl. material 2). Re-interpretations of specimens may be updated easily in the future by matching the unique identifiers and digital data for specimens. Finally, it is possible now for local, state, regional, and federal agencies to access the data to meet additional objectives.
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